REMARKS 

Claims 1, 4-7, 10-1 1, 14-17, 20 and 23-25 are pending in the application and 
stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. 35 U.S.C. § 103 as being unpatentable over U.S. Patent 
No. 6,606,750 to Solwev in view of U.S. Patent No. 2,798,281 to Herzog. 

Applicant respectfully traverses the rejection. At the very least, it is submitted that 
the combination of Solwev and Herzog does not fairly suggest the inventions of claims 1, 
1 1 and 25. For instance, the combination of Solwev and Herzog does not teach or 
suggest wherein the first portion and second portion are seamlessly connected by a 
continuous knit between the different materials (such as synthetic and cotton materials) of 
the first and second portions. 

Indeed, the Examiner acknowledges that Solwev does not teach the above claim 
features, but relies on Herzog as disclosing such features. It is respectfully submitted, 
however, that Herzog does not cure the deficiencies of Solwev in this regard. The 
Examiner cites Col. 1, lines 15-19 and Col. 2, lines 13-15 of Herzog as disclosing "a 
sock article comprising a first and second portion that are seamlessly connected by a 
continuous knitting process". However, Applicant respectfully disagrees with 
Examiner's characterization of Herzog in this regard. 

In the first instance, there is nothing in the cited sections of Herzog , or anywhere 
in Herzog , which explicitly teaches a "seamless connection" between the first and second 
portions. In fact, Herzog discloses that a seam exists between two different synthetic 
nylons (see, e.g., Col. 1, lines 44-45). Therefore, the basis for Examiner's contention that 
Herzog discloses a seamless connection is unclear, and Applicant respectfully requests 
clarification from the Examiner in this regard. 
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In any event, Herzog discloses that nylon 66 and nylon 6 are essentially the same 
generic material , except for dye absorption (see, Col. 2, lines 8-15). In this regard, even if 
Herzog explicitly or inherently teaches a seamless connection between nylon 66 and 
nylon 6, Herzog discloses nothing more than a continuous knit between essentially the 
same materials. In other words, Herzog does not teach or suggest forming a continuous 
knit between different materials such as synthetic and cotton materials, as essentially 
claimed. 

Even assuming, arguendo, the Herzog teaches a continuous knit between different 
materials, it is respectfully submitted that other than through impermissible hindsight 
reasoning, there is no motivation or suggestion to combine the teachings of Solwey and 
Herzog to derive the claimed invention. Indeed, the Examiner contends (on pages 5-6 of 
the Office Action) that it "would have been obvious to have provided the sock of Solwey 
with the continuous knitting process connecting the two different materials portions of 
Herzog, since the sock of Solwey having a continuous knit first and second portion would 
provide a sock with two different materials that connect together without a bulky or 
distracting connection point'" Besides the fact that Herzog at most discloses forming 
first and second portions with a genetically similar nylon material the obviousness 
conclusion is premised on impermissible hindsight reasoning based on applicant's 
disclosure. This advantage provided by Applicant's invention (and as acknowledged by 
the Examiner) is neither stated expressly or inherently, or otherwise appreciated, in any of 
the cited references. 

Further, to the extent that Herzog is directed to nylon stockings and methods of 
making the same, having dyed, non-sweat absorbing, foot portions, one of ordinary skill 
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in the art would not look to the teachings of Herzog for guidance in deriving the claimed 
invention. Indeed, given Herzog" s t eachings of dyed, non-sweat absorbing foot portions, 
it can be said that Herzog actually teaches away from the proposed combination of 
teachings. 

Accordingly, for at least the above reasons, claims 1,11 and 25 are patentable and 
non-obvious over Solwev and Herzog . Further, all pending claims that depend from 
claims 1 and 1 1 are patentable and non-obvious over Solwev and Herzog . at least by 
virtue of their dependence from respective base claims 1 and 1 1 . Therefore, the 
withdrawal of the rejections under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) is respectfully requested. 



Respectfully submitted, 




Peggy Lancellotti 
Applicant 
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